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Abstract 
This study examined elementary school teachers’ knowledge of their legislative and policy-
based reporting duties with respect to child sexual abuse. Data were collected from 470 
elementary school teachers from urban and rural government and non-government schools in 
three Australian states, which at the time of the study had three different legislative reporting 
duties for teachers. Teachers completed the eight-part Teacher Reporting Questionnaire 
(TRQ). Multinomial logistic regression analysis was used to determine factors associated 
with (i) teachers’ legislation knowledge, and (ii) teachers’ policy knowledge. Teachers with 
higher levels of knowledge had a combination of pre- service and in-service training about 
child sexual abuse, more positive attitudes towards reporting, held administration positions in 
their school, and had reported child sexual abuse at least once during their teaching career. 
They were also more likely to work in the state with the strongest legislative reporting duty, 
which had been in place for the longest time.  
Keywords: prevention; child protection; child abuse; child safety; mandatory reporting; 
legislation; legal literacy 
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Introduction 
Child sexual abuse (CSA) is an umbrella term used to describe a range of experiences 
involving a child in sexual activity with an adult or another older child. The experiences can 
include physical contact such as unwanted touching, fondling, frottage, masturbation, oral-
genital contact, digital penetration, and oral, vaginal and anal rape. As well, they can include 
noncontact sexual acts such as voyeurism, exposure, making sexual comments, and showing 
children pornography (Haugaard, 2006; Finkelhor, 2007; Putnam, 2003). 
The prevalence of CSA is difficult to determine because much is unreported and 
many cases remain undisclosed until adulthood (Finkelhor, 1994; Hartman & Burgess, 1989). 
Recent meta-analyses of retrospective prevalence studies conducted internationally have 
estimated that 10–20% of female children, and 5–10% of male children, have experienced 
CSA on a spectrum from exposure through unwanted touching to penetrative assault before 
the age of 18 years (Pereda, Guilera, Forns, & Gomez-Benito, 2009; Putnam, 2003; 
Stoltenborgh, Ijzendoorn, Euser, & Bakermans-Kranenburg, 2011). Australia has one of the 
highest documented prevalence rates of CSA for girls (Stoltenborgh et al., 2011). 
Most CSA begins in the elementary school years. A national study in the US found 
the median age of onset of CSA for girls and boys was 9.6 years and 9.9 years respectively 
(Finkelhor, Hotaling, Lewis, & Smith, 1990). Fleming’s (1997) study of Australian women 
found the mean age at first episode of CSA was 10 years, and in Trickett and colleagues’ 
(1997) North American study, the mean age of onset was approximately eight years. There is 
evidence of delayed disclosure across both genders, especially when the perpetrator is a 
family member (Kogan, 2004; Smith, Letourneau, Saunders, Kilpatrick, Resnick, & Best, 
2000). There are well-established links between the earlier onset of CSA and abuse severity 
and duration (Berliner & Elliot, 2002; Trickett, Horowitz, Reiffman, & Putnam, 1997). 
Children who have experienced sexual abuse are a heterogeneous group (Putnam, 
2003), but common to all is victimization involving coercion, breach of trust, and exploitation 
(Kinnear, 2007; World Health Organization, 2006). Empirical evidence attests to the multiple 
4 
ELEMENTARY TEACHERS’ KNOWLEDGE 
short-term and long-term effects of CSA. Commonly, but not universally, CSA affects the 
individual’s physical and mental health, social and emotional wellbeing, and cognitive 
capacity. The seriousness of its effects depends upon many factors such as the type, degree, 
and duration of the abuse, the age of the child at onset, family structure and support, 
intervention quality, the relationship of the perpetrator to the child, the presence or absence of 
violence, individual resilience, and the meaning attributed to the acts by the child (Kendall-
Tackett, Williams, & Finkelhor, 1993; Trickett et al., 1997). Even where the abuse is not 
overtly traumatic, or does not leave physical damage, it can leave the individual with 
problematic cognitions, beliefs, and affective states (Faller, 1993; Finkelhor & Browne, 
1985). The adverse consequences of CSA likely to impact learning and teaching at school 
include low self-esteem, anxiety, depression, aggression, post-traumatic stress, dissociation, 
self-harming behaviors, eating disorders and substance abuse (Berliner & Elliott, 2002; 
Kendall-Tackett, Williams, & Finkelhor, 1993; Kolko, 2002; Putnam, 2003), unusual and 
inappropriate sexual behaviors (Trickett et al., 1997), and illness from sexually transmitted 
infections (Kellogg, 2005). Understandably, such effects may produce academic 
underachievement (Jones, Trudinger, & Crawford, 2004) and inability to complete school 
with the knowledge, skills and understanding necessary to participate effectively in society. 
CSA, therefore, is a concern for teachers and schools because it places children at educational 
risk by compromising their access to school and engagement in learning (Wulczyn, 
Smithgall, & Chen, 2009). 
School professionals, including teachers, are uniquely placed to identify and respond 
to CSA in order to prevent and minimize its deleterious effects (Clift & Jensen, 2005; 
Hinkelman & Bruno, 2008; Wulczyn et al., 2009). Indeed, teachers are the professional group 
spending most time with children, and who may receive direct disclosures from them. Hence, 
teachers play a key role in recognizing and reporting (or referring) CSA to child protection 
services. In many parts of the Western world, this important advocacy role is formalized in 
federal or state legislation, and in school and school-system policies (Mathews & Kenny, 
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2008). Legislative reporting duties, often referred to as mandatory reporting laws, are a 
central part of government strategies to identify cases which would not otherwise come to the 
attention of helping agencies and law enforcement, in order to provide clear opportunities to 
stop CSA from continuing and to offer support services for victims and their families. Such 
laws have been enacted in all jurisdictions in the US, Canada, and Australia progressively 
since the 1960s, and in other countries (Mathews & Kenny, 2008; Mathews, Goddard, Lonne, 
Short, & Briggs, 2009). 
Despite these laws’ wide adoption as a key social policy measure by which teachers 
become social agents to detect and report cases of CSA, very little research has investigated 
teachers’ knowledge of their CSA reporting duty, or the relationship between teacher 
characteristics (such as training in CSA, experience of CSA, and attitudes towards reporting 
CSA) and their level of knowledge of these duties. This is surprising, and is problematic for 
several reasons. Sound knowledge of the duty and its context is required for effective 
implementation by teachers, For governments and educational systems, it is important to have 
an evidence based understanding of what makes a more knowledgeable teacher so that 
measures can be taken to inculcate in teachers a high level of knowledge to enhance the 
likelihood of effective observance. Cases of teachers’ failure to report deserving cases where 
there was clear evidence of abuse (see for example, O’Callaghan & Briggs, 2003) have 
demonstrated the outcomes for child victims and school systems can be dire, especially when 
the perpetrator has multiple victims. Teachers’ failure to report clearly places children at risk 
of further abuse. Legally, failure to report may expose school systems to legal liability in 
negligence. Teachers’ accurate knowledge of their CSA reporting duty is also an important 
part of their broader knowledge of school law, so they can be effective and accountable in 
their practice, and protect others’ rights within school settings (Butler & Mathews, 2007; 
Findlay, 2007; Shimmel & Militello, 2007). Studying factors associated with higher levels of 
teachers’ knowledge of their duties to report child sexual abuse may also produce important 
findings for other professional groups having similar duties. 
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What do teachers know of their CSA reporting duties under legislation and policy? 
There have been a few studies examining elementary school teachers’ (known as primary 
school teachers’ in Australia) knowledge of child maltreatment reporting obligations 
generally, most conducted in the US. On balance, these studies have focused on knowledge 
of reporting child maltreatment generally (physical abuse, emotional abuse, sexual abuse and 
neglect), but not on CSA alone. This is important, because as Zellman (1990) asserts, 
teachers report subtypes of child maltreatment differently. The studies reviewed here focus 
on knowledge of existence of policy, knowledge of policy content, and knowledge of how to 
respond in relation to the policy content. Research in this area is not robust or multi-
dimensional, hence, theoretical and empirical models and postulates are under-developed. 
One of the first studies was conducted in the US with a large national sample 
(Abrahams, Casey & Daro, 1992). It found that 65% of participants considered their own 
insufficient knowledge to impede effective detection and reporting of cases of child abuse 
and neglect. Only 57% of the participants knew of their school policy for reporting child 
abuse and neglect, and 51% had received circulated information about it. In a study in New 
York, Reiniger, Robson, and McHugh (1995) compared the knowledge of several 
professional groups including teachers, and found that teachers were among the least 
knowledgeable. All professional groups were more familiar with maltreatment indicators than 
they were with the technical legal features of their reporting duties. In Canada, Beck, Ogloff, 
and Corbishley (1994) made similar findings. Although 94% of teachers indicated they were 
aware of the child abuse reporting law, participants averaged only 60% correct responses to 
specific questions testing their knowledge of its key features. A study in Louisiana by Hinson 
and Fossey (2000) found only half of elementary teachers had received training on reporting 
suspected child abuse. Less than 20% indicated they could accurately identify signs of CSA, 
50% were misinformed about reporting processes, and over 60% were misinformed or 
uninformed about their own protections when reporting under law. Confirming this trend, 
Kenny (2001) found that 40% of her teacher sample recruited from workshops across the US 
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had received minimal pre-service education about child abuse, and 45% had received 
minimal in-service education. Child abuse reporting and skills for reporting were not covered 
in class and teachers reported being unsure of their legal requirements. 
Research in this field is mainly exploratory and has not yet advanced to the stage 
where it can clearly identify factors associated with greater legislative and policy knowledge. 
Nor has it advanced to the stage of conducting studies to determine the influence of multiple 
factors simultaneously in multivariable analyses using a priori theory. Research has 
established some basic associations, yet findings are mixed. For example studies have 
revealed teachers’ lack of knowledge about reporting duties and processes as a barrier to 
reporting (e.g. Abrahams et al, 1991), but, paradoxically, greater knowledge has been found 
to be positively related (Beck, Ogloff, & Corbishley, 1994), negatively related (Kenny, 
2004), and unrelated to their reporting practice (Crenshaw, Crenshaw & Lichtenberg, 1995). 
Insights into the types of measurable factors that may be considered for their potential 
influence on knowledge levels can be found in studies of teachers’ child maltreatment 
reporting practice. Such studies have identified somewhat mixed associations between 
reporting practice and teachers’ length of teaching tenure (Crenshaw et al., 1995; Kenny, 
2001; O’Toole et al., 1999); extent of child protection training (Hawkins & McCallum, 2001; 
Kenny, 2004; Walsh, Bridgstock, Farrell, Rassafiani, & Schweitzer, 2008); previous 
experiences reporting to child protection authorities (Walsh et al., 2008); and attitudes 
towards reporting (e.g. Kenny 2004). Gender and teaching qualifications appear to exert 
negligible effects on reporting practice (Walsh et al., 2008). It seems plausible to suggest that 
a constellation of factors could also play a role in determining teachers’ knowledge levels, 
along with hitherto unexplored contextual factors such as jurisdiction and sector affiliation 
(i.e. teachers’ sphere of work in government or non-government schools in different states).  
The status of teachers’ knowledge about child abuse in general, and their legislative 
and policy-based reporting duties in particular, is an enduring issue that has been documented 
for over two decades. It has significant consequences for both pre-service and in-service 
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teacher education. The Australian research reported in this paper is part of a larger study 
investigating the effects of different legislative and policy contexts on teachers’ reporting of 
CSA (Butler, Mathews, Farrell & Walsh, 2009; Mathews, Cronan, Walsh, Farrell, & Butler, 
2008; Walsh, Rassafiani, Mathews, Farrell, & Butler, 2010; Walsh, Rassafiani, Mathews, 
Farrell, & Butler, 2012). The aims of the analysis presented in this paper are twofold: to 
describe the extent and nature of teachers’ knowledge of their legislative and policy reporting 
duties; and to identify factors associated with low, moderate, and high levels of legislation 
and policy knowledge. As such, the paper is the first study to use multivariate statistical 
techniques to simultaneously consider the multiple factors associated with legislative and 
policy knowledge. Findings of this study may be of interest to researchers, teacher educators, 
practitioners, and policymakers internationally who are also seeking ways to enhance 
teachers’ legislative and policy knowledge and its application in practice. 
Method 
Design 
This research was conducted with elementary school teachers (hereafter primary school 
teachers) from three Australian States. At the time of the study, the three States had three 
different legislative reporting duties for teachers. Duties were conceptualized on a spectrum 
ranging from comprehensive through to no duty at all. In New South Wales, which had a 
comprehensive legislative reporting duty, teachers were required to report a reasonable 
suspicion that a child had been, or was at risk of being, sexually abused. In Queensland, 
which had a restricted legislative reporting duty, teachers were required to report suspected 
CSA only where the suspected perpetrator was an employee of the school. In Western 
Australia, there was no legislative reporting duty in place at the time of the study. For this 
reason, data from Western Australia are omitted from some analyses presented in this paper.  
In addition to legislative reporting obligations, teachers in all three States were subject 
to policy-based reporting obligations. These either reinforced the legislative duty, as in the 
case of New South Wales, or supplemented restricted or nonexistent legislative reporting 
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duties, as in the cases of Queensland and Western Australia respectively (Mathews et al., 
2008). 
Research ethics 
The study was approved by the Queensland University of Technology Human Research 
Ethics Committee (Approval Number 0700000298). Approval to conduct the research was 
sought from 20 government and non-government school authorities: all granted approval 
except the New South Wales Department of Education and Training. 
Participants 
As the New South Wales government school authority declined participation, volunteer 
participants (n=470) were recruited from a proportionate sample of urban and rural 
government and non-government elementary (hereafter primary) schools in five school 
sectors: New South Wales non-government schools (NSW-NGS); Queensland government 
schools (Q-GS); Queensland non-government schools (Q-NGS); Western Australian 
government schools (WA-GS); and Western Australian non-government schools (WA-NGS). 
School principals provided consent for their schools’ participation. 
Instrument 
The Teacher Reporting Questionnaire (TRQ) was used to collect data in a cross-sectional 
survey of primary school teachers during the 2008 school year. The TRQ development and 
validation processes have been detailed elsewhere (Walsh et al., 2010, 2012). The TRQ 
comprised eight sections: (i) teacher demographics; (ii) workplace role; (iii) education and 
training; (iv) CSA reporting history; (v) attitudes towards reporting CSA; (vi) knowledge of 
CSA reporting duty under policy; (vii) knowledge of CSA reporting duty under legislation; 
and (viii) six CSA scenarios. 
Teachers’ knowledge of their reporting duty under relevant legislation (TRQ section 
vii) was assessed using a dichotomous item measuring self-reported familiarity with the 
legislation: Do you think you are familiar enough with your reporting duty under legislation 
to answer questions about it? (Yes/No). This was followed by a 10-item multi-choice 
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knowledge test on the most important features of jurisdictional and school-system duties 
identified in this project’s legal research component (Mathews & Walsh, 2004a; Mathews, 
Walsh, Butler, & Farrell, 2006). Three response choices were provided for each item as 
shown in Appendix A. Correct responses (indicated *) were summed for an overall 
legislation knowledge test score (out of a total of 10). Teachers who indicated they were not 
sufficiently familiar with the legislation to answer questions about it were directed to the next 
section of the questionnaire without answering questions about the legislation. These 
respondents were allocated a score of 0. 
Teachers’ knowledge of their reporting duty under relevant policy (TRQ section vi) 
was first assessed in one response item measuring self-reported awareness of the existence of 
a policy: My [relevant sector-specific educational authority] has a formal policy under which 
teachers must report child sexual abuse (Yes/No/Unsure); and one dichotomous item 
measuring self-reported familiarity with the policy: Do you think you are familiar enough 
with your reporting duty under policy to answer questions about it? (Yes/No). This was 
followed by a seven-item multi-choice knowledge test on the most important features of the 
sector’s school-based policy duty identified in this project’s policy analysis component 
(Mathews et al., 2008). Three response choices were provided for each item as shown in 
Appendix A. Correct responses (indicated *) were summed for an overall policy knowledge 
test score (out of a total of 6). Teachers who indicated they were not sufficiently familiar with 
the policy to answer questions about it were directed to the next section of the questionnaire 
without answering questions about the policy. These respondents were allocated a score of 0. 
 
Procedures 
Survey packages were mailed to a contact person at each participating school. The contact 
person distributed a copy of the TRQ to each teacher employed at the school. Participation by 
teachers was voluntary. Anonymously completed questionnaires were returned in a pre-paid 
envelope. In total, four hundred and seventy (n=470) completed questionnaires were returned. 
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Numbers of surveys sent and returned, and response rates for each sector were as follows: 
NSW-NGS (154/84, 54.5%); Q-GS (241/121, 50.2%); Q-NGS (200/123, 61.5%); WA-GS 
(166/83, 50.0%); and WA-NGS (89/59, 66.3%). Comparable studies have yielded response 
rates of 34-46.5% (Abrahams et al., 1991; Goebbels, Nicholson, Walsh, & De Vries, 2008). 
Analytic model 
In the analyses presented here, we proposed that teachers’ knowledge of their legislative and 
policy-based reporting duties would be influenced by several factors including: their sector 
affiliation; length of experience; extent of CSA training; attitude towards reporting CSA; 
their teaching position; and their CSA reporting history. Quantitative measures of each of 
these variables were drawn from the TRQ data. 
Dependent variables 
(1) Knowledge of legislative reporting duty. There was one correct answer for 
each of the 10 items on the knowledge test. Correct answers were summed for an overall 
legislation knowledge test score. Respondents who indicated they did not have sufficient 
familiarity with the legislation to answer questions about it and who therefore did not answer 
questions were allocated a score of 0. Three legislation knowledge categories were derived 
from these scores: low (2 standard deviations below the mean); moderate (1 standard 
deviation above the mean); and high (2 standard deviations above the mean). Legislation 
knowledge items were completed only by respondents from sectors in the states of New 
South Wales and Queensland because Western Australia did not have legislation at the time 
of the study. 
(2) Knowledge of policy-based reporting duty. There was one correct answer for 
each of the seven items on this knowledge test. Correct answers were summed for an overall 
policy knowledge test score. Respondents who indicated they did not have sufficient 
familiarity with the policy to answer questions about it and who therefore did not answer 
questions were allocated a score of 0. Three policy knowledge categories were derived from 
these scores: low (2 standard deviations below the mean); moderate (1 standard deviation 
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above the mean); and high (2 standard deviations above the mean). Respondents from all 
sectors completed policy knowledge items. 
Independent variables 
Sector. The sector in which the teacher worked at the time of TRQ completion was 
categorized as: NSW-GS, Q-GS, Q-NGS, WA-GS, or WA-NGS. Sector was used as a 
covariate rather than school because, in the jurisdictions studied, legislation and educational 
policy was institutionalized at the sector rather than school level. In this analysis, therefore, it 
was not appropriate to consider smaller units of aggregation or to address the nesting of 
teachers within schools. 
Teaching experience. Teachers indicated the total number of years they had worked as 
a teacher or school staff member. From this data, four experience categories were derived: 1–
10 years experience; 11–20 years experience: 21–30 years experience; and more than 30 
years experience. 
Training. Teachers indicated if they had received pre-service and/or in-service 
training related to CSA. Four training categories were derived: no training; both pre-service 
and in-service training; only pre-service training; and only in-service training. 
Attitude towards reporting CSA. The short-form 14-item version of the Teacher 
Reporting Attitude Scale (Child Sexual Abuse) (TRAS-CSA) (Walsh et al., 2012) was used. 
Responses were rated on a five-point Likert-type scale (1=strongly agree to 5=strongly 
disagree). Positively worded items were reverse-coded so that higher scores represented more 
positive attitudes. Ratings were summed for an overall attitude score. Item examples include: 
it is important for teachers to be involved in reporting child sexual abuse to prevent long-
term consequences for children; and I would still report child sexual abuse even if my school 
administration disagreed with me. 
Teaching position. Respondents’ main occupations were collapsed into four 
categories: lower primary classroom teacher (teaching years P–3); upper primary classroom 
teacher (teaching years 4–7); administrative staff (school principals and deputy/assistant 
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principals); and others (includes specialist teachers, school counselors, chaplains, and 
substitute teachers). 
CSA reporting history. Teachers indicated if they had ever reported a case of CSA. 
Response categories were yes or no. 
Data analysis 
Data analysis was conducted using SPSS Statistics 17.0.1 (SPSS Inc, 2008). The 
conventional Type 1 error rate (p<0.05) and 95 percent confidence intervals were used. By 
default, SPSS applies listwise deletion of missing values. After inspection, data were 
considered missing at random. This means that only cases with non-missing values for the 
dependent as well as all independent variables were used in the analysis (5.5% of cases in this 
study) (Field, 2009). 
Descriptive statistics (frequencies and percentages) were generated to draw 
conclusions about teachers’ levels of awareness of and familiarity with their legislative and 
policy-based reporting duties. 
Multinomial logistic regression analysis was used to determine factors associated with 
(i) teachers’ legislation knowledge, and (ii) teachers’ policy knowledge. Logistic regression is 
an appropriate analytic technique for use in studies where the dependent variable is 
categorical and the independent variables are continuous and/or categorical. Multinomial 
logistic regression (MLR) is used when there are three or more unordered categories to the 
dependent variable (Hosmer & Lemeshow, 2000; Peng, Lee, & Ingersoll, 2002). In this 
study, MLR was used to estimate the likelihood (expressed as the odds ratio and 95 percent 
confidence interval) that a particular constellation of independent variable values would 
predict membership to low, moderate and high knowledge level groups. MLR models were 
also used to estimate the proportion of variance in the dependent variables (knowledge of 
legislation; knowledge of policy) that could be explained by these factors. All variables were 
entered into the models simultaneously for concurrent examination of the effects of multiple 
independent variables (Hosmer & Lemeshow, 2000). 
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Results 
Table 1 presents the sample characteristics. Based on these data, the sample is broadly 
representative of the Australian primary-teaching workforce. Respondents (n=470) in all 
sectors (NSWNGS=84; QGS=121; QNGS=123; WAGS=83; WANGS=59) were mainly 
female with a mean age of over 40 years. According to the Australian Bureau of Statistics 
(2008), in 2007, female teachers comprised 80.2% of primary school teachers. The mean age 
for primary school teachers was publicly available for Queensland (42.3 years) (Department 
of Education, Training and the Arts, 2008) and Western Australia (43.8 years) (Department 
of Education and Training, 2008) but not for New South Wales. 
This was a relatively experienced teacher sample with the majority of teachers in all 
sectors having more than 10 years service in the profession. The majority had three- or four-
year undergraduate Diploma/Bachelor level degrees (73.2%) with a minority having obtained 
a Masters-level qualification (9.9%). Respondents were classroom teachers working with 
children in lower primary school (grades P–3) (47%) and upper primary school (grades 4–7) 
(22.9%), as well as school administration (principals and deputy/assistant principals) (12.6%) 
and other roles (specialist teachers, counselors, chaplains, and substitute teachers) (17.5%). A 
large proportion (26.5%) had received no training about CSA. Others had received in-service 
training (44.4%), both pre- and in-service training (19.4%), or only pre-service training 
(9.7%). Most (80.4%) had received no training in the previous 12 months. Approximately 
one-quarter of the sample (24.1%) had reported at least one case of CSA during their teaching 
career. Teachers’ attitudes towards reporting CSA were generally positive with a mean of 
3.83 on a five-point scale (SD 0.405). 
<Insert Table 1 here> 
In terms of their legislation knowledge, over half of the respondents (53.4%) indicated 
they were sufficiently familiar with the legislation to answer questions about it. Levels of 
legislation knowledge as categorized were: low (47.9%); moderate (27.4%); and high 
(24.7%). For policy knowledge, almost three-quarters (71.7%) of respondents were aware of 
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the existence of a formal school policy about reporting CSA, but less than half (41.1%) were 
sufficiently familiar with the policy to answer questions about it. Levels of policy knowledge 
as categorized were: low (56.0%); moderate (15.5%); and high (28.5%). 
Legislation knowledge 
Table 2 displays the results of the multinomial regression analysis used to assess associations 
between the independent variables and the odds of belonging to the moderate and high 
knowledge of legislation groups. The parameter estimates for the model were examined for 
possible numerical errors. No standard errors (SE) were over 2.0 and all Variance Inflation 
Factors (VIF) were less than 2.5 indicating no problems with multicollinearity between 
independent variables (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). 
The model fit was assessed using model fitting criteria and the likelihood ratio test. 
The test of the full model with all predictors against the intercept-only model was statistically 
significant (χ2 = 122.424, df = 26, p = 0.00). Thus, the independent variables as a group 
contribute significantly to prediction of the outcome. Pearson chi-square and deviance 
statistics were used to assess the goodness of fit of the model, both were non-significant 
indicating a good fit. Pseudo R
2
 statistics were as follows: Cox and Snell, 0.323; Nagelkerke, 
0.368; and McFadden 0.185 (Petrucci, 2009). 
<Insert Table 2 here> 
All independent variables apart from teaching experience were statistically significant 
predictors of moderate and high legislation knowledge. Compared to teachers from NSW-
NGS, teachers from Q-GS and Q-NGS had significantly lower odds of being in the moderate 
and high legislation knowledge groups (OR = 0.27 and 0.32 for Q-GS teachers in moderate 
and high categories respectively and OR = 0.31 and 0.15 for Q-NGS teachers in moderate 
and high categories respectively). Teachers with a combination of both pre- and in-service 
training had greatly increased odds of being in the moderate and high legislation knowledge 
groups than teachers with no training at all, such that having both types of training was 
associated with an eight and twelve-fold increase in these odds (OR = 7.79 and 12.51 in 
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moderate and high categories respectively). Attitudes towards reporting CSA were also 
significant. A unit increase on the mean attitude score was associated with a fivefold increase 
in the odds of a teacher being in the high legislation knowledge category (OR = 5.26). 
Compared to school principals and deputy/assistant principals, all other teaching positions 
were associated with significant reductions in the odds of being in the moderate or high 
knowledge groups (ORs varied from 0.12–0.26 as per Table 4). A history of never having 
reported CSA was associated with a 76% decreased odds of being in the high knowledge 
category (OR = 0.34) and a 66% decreased odds of being in the moderate knowledge 
category (OR = 0.24). 
Policy knowledge 
Table 3 displays the results of the multinomial regression analysis used to assess associations 
between the independent variables and the odds of belonging to the moderate and high 
knowledge of policy groups. Parameter estimates were examined as above. 
The model fit was assessed using model fitting criteria and the likelihood ratio test. 
The test of the full model with all predictors against the intercept-only model was statistically 
significant (χ2 = 171.074, df = 30, p = 0.00). Thus, the independent variables as a group 
contribute significantly to prediction of the outcome. Pearson chi-square and deviance 
statistics were used to assess the goodness of fit of the model. Both were highly non-
significant indicating a good fit. Pseudo R
2
 statistics were as follows: Cox and Snell, 0.312; 
Nagelkerke, 0.364; and McFadden 0.192 (Petrucci, 2009). 
<Insert Table 3 here> 
As for legislation knowledge, all independent variables apart from teaching 
experience were statistically significant predictors of moderate and high policy knowledge. 
Compared to teachers from NSW-NGS, teachers from Q-GS and Q-NGS had significantly 
lower odds of being in the moderate and high policy knowledge groups (ORs varied from 
0.11–0.84). Teachers with a combination of both pre- and in-service training were 8 and 6 
times more likely than teachers with no training to be in moderate and high policy knowledge 
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categories (OR = 8.10 and 6.58 respectively). Attitudes towards reporting CSA were 
significant. A unit increase on the mean attitude score was associated with a twofold increase 
in the odds of a teacher being in the moderate policy knowledge category (OR= 2.55), and a 
threefold increase in the odds of a teacher being in the high policy knowledge category (OR = 
3.29). Compared to school principals and deputy/assistant principals, all other teaching 
positions were associated with significant reductions in the odds of being in the moderate or 
high knowledge groups (ORs varied from 0.09–0.36 as per Table 5). A history of never 
having reported CSA was associated with a 47% decreased odds of being in the high 
knowledge category (OR = 0.53) and a 33% decreased odds of being in the moderate 
knowledge category (OR = 0.67). 
Discussion 
The aims of the analyses presented in this paper were to describe the extent and nature of 
primary school teachers’ knowledge of their legislative and policy reporting duties, and to 
identify factors associated with low, moderate, and high levels of legislation and policy 
knowledge, so that training and support mechanisms can be geared proactively to enhance 
knowledge. 
Importance of teachers knowing about reporting laws and policies 
First, we discuss the extent and nature of teachers’ knowledge of their legislative and policy–
based reporting duties. Significant proportions of teachers – over half the respondents for 
both knowledge of legislation and knowledge of policy – were not sufficiently familiar with 
their reporting duties to answer questions about the details. Hence, the largest proportion of 
teachers fell into the low knowledge categories: 47% for knowledge of legislation, and 56% 
for knowledge of policy. The introduction of requirements for teachers to report CSA, 
whether in legislation or policy, is a relatively new addition to the conventional aspects of 
teachers’ work. Reporting can be stressful (Feng, Chen, Wilk, Yang, & Fetzer, 2009), and 
learning about it competes with many aspects of core curriculum, and other health promotion, 
child wellbeing, and school safety initiatives: a phenomenon that has come to be known as 
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intensification (Apple, 1986; Hargreaves, 1992). Legislative CSA reporting duties, however, 
are a central child protection initiative in many Western countries throughout the world and 
increasingly, in developing countries (Mathews & Kenny, 2008; ElAissa et al., 2009). These 
duties carry the imprimatur of parliaments, require the alignment of institutional policies, and 
necessitate the incorporation and concentration of appropriate training as an element in their 
implementation (Collins, Amodeo & Clay, 2007). Lack of familiarity with reporting duties is 
not necessarily the fault of individual teachers, yet it creates substantial risk that the teacher 
may be subject to criminal sanction for failure to comply with their statutory duty, and that 
the teacher and/or school authority could be held legally liable to pay monetary compensation 
to victims (Butler et al., 2009; Mathews, 2011). 
Factors associated with higher levels of (accurate) knowledge 
We now turn to discussion of the factors associated with higher levels of legislation 
knowledge and policy knowledge. Our analysis revealed a consistent and coherent 
constellation of factors predicting higher knowledge of legislation and policy. Compared with 
their colleagues who had low levels of knowledge, teachers with higher knowledge levels had 
a combination of pre- and in-service training about CSA, more positive attitudes towards 
reporting, currently held a school administration position, and had already reported CSA at 
least once during their tenure as teachers. They were also more likely to work in the NSW-
NGS sector. By far the strongest effects were found for training and attitudes. 
Training matters. Having a training history that incorporated both pre-service and in-
service training was strongly associated with higher knowledge levels. To our knowledge, 
this study is the first to show the relationship between higher knowledge levels and a 
combination of pre-service and in-service training. This finding is further reinforced in view 
of the absence of effects from teaching experience, which did not predict higher knowledge 
levels. Our results demonstrated that teachers who had received more comprehensive training 
specific to CSA (i.e. both pre- and in-service training) held higher knowledge levels than 
those with pre-service training only, in-service training only, or no training at all. In 
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Australia, however, a large-scale national study of teacher preparation programs found that 
76.6% of programs did not include any discrete child protection content, meaning that only 
approximately 1200 of the country’s 14 500 annual teacher education graduates had been 
exposed to such training (Arnold & Maio-Taddeo, 2007). 
Another way of understanding teachers’ knowledge acquisition is via the concept of 
legal literacy for teachers (Schimmel & Mitello, 2007). In their large-scale survey research 
with public school teachers in the US, Schimmel and Mitello (2007) found that most 
educators were uninformed or misinformed about their own and students’ rights and had 
never attended training on school law although they obtained information about school law 
from other teachers. Many desired to learn more about school law and stated they would 
change their behavior if they knew more about school law. Because schools are essentially 
collaborative cultures wherein teachers have learned to work with, support, and take advice 
from and each other (Hargreaves & Fullan, 1992), it is easy to see how misinformation about 
reporting duties may occur as an unintended consequence of the social context of teachers’ 
work. If teachers lack appropriate knowledge or hold misconceptions about reporting CSA, 
they may fail to respond to child victims in legally and educationally appropriate ways. 
Understanding the context of teachers’ work and their patterns and preferences for learning 
(Day & Gu, 2007) is therefore essential to the task of designing more effective information 
dissemination strategies and professional development programs. Identifying factors that help 
or impede teachers’ professional development in the area of child protection broadly, and 
CSA reporting in particular, is a worthy subject for future research: Hargreaves (2003) 
suggests “a strong professional learning community is a social process for turning 
information into knowledge” (p. 170). 
Attitudes matter. This research also establishes a link between higher knowledge 
levels and more positive attitudes towards reporting. Teachers’ attitudes towards reporting 
CSA were carefully measured using a newly developed 14-item scale (Walsh et al., 2010). A 
teacher’s attitude was defined as an overall disposition to respond favorably or unfavorably to 
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the requirement to report CSA (Ajzen, 2005). According to attitude theorists, attitudes are 
formed in many ways and can change with time, context, experience, and education (Ajzen, 
2005; Albarracin, Zanna, Johnson, & Kumkale, 2005). During training, attitude theorists 
propose that individuals will use their attitudes as a kind of filter through which to judge 
messages as acceptable or not acceptable, process relevant information, direct their attention, 
and engage in thinking (Fabrigar, Macdonald, & Wegener, 2005). Because the application of 
attitude theories in this area is underdeveloped and our study was exploratory, we cannot 
establish causation. Obtaining a clearer understanding of the relationships between 
knowledge, attitudes, and effective reporting practice requires refinement of theoretical 
understandings and models. At this stage, we must be open to the possibility of reverse 
causality, in which teachers with more positive attitudes were more amenable to the 
professional learning involved in knowing about and understanding their legislative reporting 
duty, rather than the acquisition of knowledge preceding attitude change. Determining the 
most effective educative experiences capable of forming and/or changing attitudes towards 
reporting CSA will require a combination of research approaches in future, including 
experimental studies. 
School leadership matters. School principals and deputy principals were significantly 
more likely to be in the higher knowledge categories than were teachers holding other 
positions. Arguably, because most school system reporting policies require teachers to make 
reports via their school principal, school principals (and other school leaders, for example, 
deputy principals) are likely to have repeated experiences of reporting. Practice, in the form 
of repetition, is a major factor in the development of expertise (Ericsson & Charness, 1994). 
The comparative literature is relatively limited regarding the objective knowledge 
base of school administrators with respect to their reporting duties (Kenny & McEachern, 
2002). However, very early research into the role of school principals in child maltreatment 
reporting revealed that the school principals’ “reporting philosophy” exerted an important 
influence on teacher reporting. That is, where a principal encouraged it, teachers were more 
21 
ELEMENTARY TEACHERS’ KNOWLEDGE 
likely to report; where principals were reluctant to report (e.g. for reasons related to 
maintaining good parental relations and school reputation), teachers reported less often 
(Pelcovitz, 1980). Therefore, principals’ knowledge is a crucial part of a “systemic approach” 
to increasing all employees’ knowledge and skills for reporting CSA (Hinkelman & Bruno, 
2008, p. 387). As Findlay (2007) suggests, it seems fair to assert that a solid foundation of 
knowledge is a part of principals’ professional accountability to children, families and 
communities they serve. Within this view, high levels of knowledge promote better decision 
making. 
History of reporting matters. Teachers who had previously reported CSA were 
significantly more likely to be found in the higher knowledge categories. According to Wyer 
and Albarracin (2005), knowledge is often acquired through direct experience, and 
knowledge formed, and used recently and frequently, is likely to be used again. Here again, 
we must be open to the possibility of reverse causation in which the catalyst for acquiring (or 
progressively acquiring) knowledge about reporting is the teacher being confronted with a 
case or cases of CSA, rather than knowledge acquisition going ahead of the experience. 
According to experiential learning theorists (see for example, Kolb & Kolb, 2009), 
knowledge is derived from cognitive processes often beginning with concrete experiences 
which serve as the basis for understanding. These are “assimilated and distilled” into abstract 
concepts from which new implications for action can be drawn (p. 299). When theorized 
from this perspective, it is possible to understand teachers’ knowledge of their reporting 
duties as a process rather than something that can simply be acquired as the product of a 
single dose training session. 
Sector membership matters. Teachers from New South Wales had higher levels of 
both legislation and policy knowledge than their counterparts from Queensland and Western 
Australia. What were the features of the New South Wales state context that made this so? 
Two features clearly distinguish this state’s approach to child protection generally, from the 
others. First, teachers in New South Wales were subject to a legislative duty to report CSA 
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for longer than other teachers, since 1987; for approximately 20 years given the timing of 
data collection for the study. Teachers in Queensland were subject to this duty for a shorter 
time, since 2004 (i.e. for 4 years), and the reader will recall that at the time of the study, 
teachers in Western Australia had no legislative duty to report CSA. New South Wales 
teachers, administrators, school authorities and school communities, have therefore had a 
longer time to engage with and come to terms with the concept of a legislative reporting duty, 
to conduct and improve training responses, and to incorporate responsibility for reporting into 
organizational culture. Second, although teachers in all sectors had policy obligations to 
report CSA, teachers in New South Wales were exposed to the greatest degree of coherence 
between their legislative and policy-based reporting obligations (Mathews et al., 2006; 
Mathews et al., 2010) perhaps avoiding confusion and/or misinterpretation. More 
speculatively, these findings point to the need to understand more about the relative 
contribution of specific knowledge-building activities including investment in personnel, 
materials, strategies, resources (including time), and the nature of institutional supports. 
Limitations 
The study had several limitations. First, the study was limited in its external validity. The 
study sampled only primary school teachers and results cannot be generalized to other 
teachers. Second, the response rate was low albeit higher than analogous studies. Third, 
although the demographic characteristics of the sample were representative of primary school 
teachers with respect to gender and age, there is the possibility that this sample was subject to 
response and/or social desirability bias, meaning the knowledge levels in this sample may not 
be representative of teachers’ knowledge levels in general. It is plausible that participating 
schools and teachers were more sensitive to and/or interested in the topic and/or more 
knowledgeable about the topic and therefore more inclined to participate. Fourth, the study 
was limited by the non-participation of the New South Wales Department of Education and 
Training, which excluded from the study a diverse range of teachers whose knowledge may 
have been different to those reported here. Fifth, there are limitations associated with the use 
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of regression analyses. Regression analysis can determine relationships between dependent 
and independent variables but cannot identify underlying causal mechanisms for associations. 
These must be uncovered in future research and results must be regarded as tentative until 
they are replicated with comparable teacher samples. Sixth, there are limitations associated 
with the use of teacher self-reports in that some of the variables used in this study are 
imprecise and were unable to be verified, such as teachers’ self-reported history of reporting 
CSA. Future studies should measure these variables using a more objective method. Finally, a 
proportion of the variance in teachers’ knowledge levels could not be measured by the 
variables in this study. It is likely that as future research into this phenomenon develops, 
further explanatory variables will be identified and can be tested in similar surveys. 
Future research 
In addition to research directions already nominated, the education of teachers for their role 
in child protection broadly, and in reporting CSA specifically, would benefit from more 
detailed study of the underlying process of knowledge acquisition and development in 
individual teachers and across learning organizations. In explaining the results of this study, 
we were challenged by the need to integrate seemingly disparate bodies of literature from 
fields such as social cognition, attitude psychology, adult learning, and teacher professional 
development. The ideas we have presented here require further investigation for integration 
and to develop a framework of conditions necessary to produce a knowledgeable teacher – 
one who can use their knowledge to act wisely to protect children from sexual abuse through 
their effective reporting. Ideally, future studies should attempt to objectively measure 
teachers’ reports to child protection authorities. Given the known serious and deleterious 
effects of CSA and the existence of legislation requiring teachers to report it to designated 
authorities, there are many good reasons to ensure that teachers are adequately prepared and 
hold high levels of knowledge about the practical substance of their reporting duties. 
Teachers can help children overcome the potential negative effects of CSA. This begins with 
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their reporting, because it is possibly the most potent way to prevent and interrupt CSA and 
minimize its consequences. 
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Table 1 
Sample characteristics: categorical items 
Sample characteristic 
(categorical items) 
Frequency (n) Percentage (%) 
Gender   
Female 394 84.2 
Male 74 15.8 
Total 468 100.0 
Teaching qualification   
Diploma/Bachelor 342 73.2 
Graduate Diploma 75 16.1 
Masters 46 9.9 
Other 4 0.9 
Total 467 100.0 
Teaching experience   
1–10 years 166 35.3 
11–20 years 123 26.2 
21–30 years 124 26.4 
31+ years 51 10.9 
Total 470 100.0 
Teaching position   
Administration 59 12.6 
Lower primary 220 47.0 
Upper primary 107 22.9 
Other 82 17.5 
Total 468 100.0 
CSA Training   
No training 123 26.5 
Both pre- and in-
service 
90 19.4 
Only pre-service 45 9.7 
Only in-service 206 44.4 
Total 464 100.0 
CSA reporting history   
Yes 113 24.1 
No 355 75.9 
Total 468 100.0 
Sector   
NSW-NGS 84 17.9 
Q-GS 121 25.7 
Q-NGS 123 26.2 
WAGS 83 17.7 
WANGS 59 12.6 
Total 470 100.0 
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Table 2 
Predictors of teachers’ knowledge of legislation 
  Knowledge of Legislation 
  Moderatea  High 
Predictor  B P value Odds Ratio 
(95% Confidence 
Interval) 
B P value Odds Ratio 
(95% Confidence 
Interval) 
Sector        
 NSW-NGS (Ref)       
 Q-GS –1.30 0.00* 0.27 (0.12 – 0.62) –1.15 0.01* 0.32 (0.13 – 0.75) 
 Q-NGS –1.18 0.00* 0.31 (0.14 – 0.67) –1.90 0.00* 0.15 (0.06 – 0.37) 
Training        
 No training (Ref)       
 Both in- and pre-service 
training 
2.05 0.00* 7.79 (3.00 – 20.25) 2.53 0.00* 12.51 (4.17 – 37.56) 
 Only pre-service training 1.17 0.04* 3.22 (1.07 – 9.67) 0.92 0.19 2.51 (0.63 – 9.96) 
 Only in-service training 0.66 0.11 1.93 (0.87 – 4.29) 1.04 0.03* 2.83 (1.10 – 7.32) 
Attitude  0.58 0.15 1.78 (0.82 – 4.29) 1.66 0.00* 5.26 (2.15 – 12.92) 
Teaching position        
 Administration (Ref)       
 Lower Primary –1.32 0.01* 0.27 (0.10 – 0.75) –1.52 0.01* 0.22 (0.08 – 0.66) 
 Upper primary –2.11 0.00* 0.12 (0.04 – 0.39) –1.42 0.02* 0.24 (0.08 – 0.78) 
 Other –1.34 0.02* 0.26 (0.09 – 0.81) –1.58 0.01* 0.21 (0.06 – 0.71) 
Teaching experience        
 1 – 10 years (Ref)       
 10 – 20 years 0.08 0.84 1.09 (0.50 – 2.35) –0.32 0.48 0.72 (0.30 – 1.76) 
 20 – 30 years 0.29 0.50 1.34 (0.57 – 3.11) –0.08 0.87 0.92 (0.36 – 2.34) 
 More than 30 years –0.08 0.90 0.92 (0.27 – 3.15) 0.32 0.61 1.38 (0.40 – 4.74) 
History of reporting CSA  –1.09 0.00* 0.34 (0.16 – 0.70) –1.43 0.00* 0.24 (0.11 – 0.52) 
Intercept  0.55 0.77  –3.27 0.12  
R2 0.368       
a
 Low knowledge of legislation regarded as reference category; *: statistically significant p < 0.05. 
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Table 3 
Predictors of teachers’ knowledge of policy 
  Knowledge of Policy 
  Moderatea  High 
Predictor  B P value Odds Ratio 
(95% Confidence 
Interval) 
B P value Odds Ratio 
(95% Confidence 
Interval) 
Sector        
 NSW-NGS (Ref)       
 
Q-GS 
–0.17 0.72 0.84 (0.33 – 2.15) –
0.65 
0.09 0.52 (0.25 – 1.10) 
 
Q-NGS 
–0.05 0.92 0.95 (0.39 – 2.36) –
0.95 
0.01* 0.39 (0.19 – 0.79) 
 
WA-GS 
–1.10 0.05* 0.33 (0.11 – 0.99) –
0.81 
0.04* 0.44 (0.3 – 0.36) 
 
WA-NGS 
–1.67 0.03* 0.19 (0.042 – 0.86) –
2.24 
0.00* 0.11 (0.03 – 0.36) 
Training        
 No training (Ref)       
 Both in- and pre-service  2.09 0.00* 8.10 (2.73 – 24.07) 1.88 0.00* 6.58 (2.83 – 15.28) 
 Only pre-service 1.56 0.03* 4.78 (1.21 – 18.86) 1.31 0.01* 3.70 (1.34 – 10.23) 
 Only in-service 1.82 0.00* 6.19 (2.36 – 16.26) 1.79 0.00* 5.98 (2.80 – 12.81) 
Attitude  0.94 0.02* 2.55 (1.17 – 5.55) 1.19 0.00* 3.29 (1.74 – 6.25) 
Teaching position        
 Administration (Ref)       
 
Lower primary teacher 
–2.05 0.00* 0.13 (0.05 – 0.34) –
1.15 
0.02* 0.32 (0.12 – 0.81) 
 
Upper primary teacher 
–2.47 0.00* 0.09 (0.03 – 0.25) –
1.22 
0.02* 0.30 (0.11 – 0.79) 
 
Other 
–2.42 0.00* 0.09 (0.03 – 0.28) –
1.02 
0.05* 0.36 (0.13 – 1.00) 
Teaching experience        
 1 – 10 years (Ref)       
 10 – 20 years 0.55 0.21 1.73 (0.73 – 4.08) 0.38 0.25 1.461 (0.77 – 2.78) 
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 20 – 30 years 0.77 0.08 2.17 (0.91 – 5.18) 0.03 0.94 1.03 (0.51 – 2.06) 
 More than 30 years 1.29 0.02* 3.64 (1.26 – 10.52) 0.41 0.39 1.50 (0.60 – 3.78) 
History of reporting 
CSA 
 –0.40 0.27 0.67 (0.33 – 1.36) –
0.64 
0.03* 0.53 (0.30 – 0.94) 
Intercept  –3.86 0.05  –
3.84 
0.01  
R2 0.364       
a
 Low knowledge of policy regarded as the reference category; *: statistically significant p < 0.0
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Appendix A(i) 
Legislation knowledge test: Items and response options (Q-GS version) 
Item Response options 
Do you think you are familiar 
enough with your reporting duty 
under legislation to answer 
questions about it? 
 
1. Yes (Please answer questions 31 to 41 below) 
2. No (Please go directly to Section H) 
 
As a teacher or school staff 
member in a State school in 
Queensland, I am required by 
legislation to report: 
1. All reasonable suspicions of child sexual abuse, no 
matter who the suspected perpetrator is 
2. Only reasonable suspicions of child sexual abuse 
where the suspected perpetrator is an employee of 
the school* 
3. I am unsure 
 
Under the legislation, I must 
report: 
1. Only when I am certain that a child has been or is 
being sexually abused 
2. Whenever I have a reasonable suspicion that a 
child has been or is being sexually abused* 
3. I am unsure 
 
Under the legislation, I must report 
child sexual abuse: 
1. Only when I think the harm to the child is 
significant 
2. Even when I think the harm to the child is 
insignificant or there is no apparent harm at all* 
3. I am unsure 
 
Under the legislation, I must report 
child sexual abuse: 
1. Only when I think it has already happened* 
2. When I think it has already happened, or, when I 
think it is likely to occur in the future 
3. I am unsure 
 
Under the legislation, I must report 
child sexual abuse to: 
1. The school principal or the principal’s supervisor* 
2. Department of Child Safety 
3. I am unsure 
 
Under the legislation, I must report 
child sexual abuse: 
1. Immediately, as soon as I have a reasonable 
suspicion* 
2. Within 48 hours of developing a reasonable 
suspicion 
3. I am unsure 
 
Under the legislation, I must report 
the relevant details of sexual 
abuse: 
1. In an oral statement (e.g. phone call) 
2. In writing (e.g. fax, email or letter)* 
3. I am unsure 
 
Under the legislation, if I make a 1. Yes* 
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report in good faith, my identity as 
the reporter is protected from 
disclosure: 
2. No 
3. I am unsure 
 
Under the legislation, if I do not 
make a report of child sexual 
abuse when required to, I am 
liable to a maximum penalty of: 
 
1. $1,500* 
2. $22,000 
3. I am unsure 
Under the legislation, if I make a 
report in good faith which is not 
substantiated: 
1. I can be held liable 
2. I cannot be held liable* 
3. I am unsure 
Note: Legislation knowledge items were completed by respondents from New South Wales and Queensland only. Western Australia did not 
have legislation in place at the time of the study. 
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Apprendix A(ii) 
Policy knowledge test: Items and response options (Q-GS version) 
Item Response options 
The Department of Education, 
Training and the Arts has a formal 
policy under which teachers must 
report suspected child sexual 
abuse: 
 
1. Yes (Please answer question 22) 
2. No (Please go directly to Section G) 
3. I am unsure(Please go directly to Section G) 
Do you think you are familiar 
enough with your reporting duty 
under Department of Education, 
Training and the Arts policy to 
answer questions about it? 
 
1. Yes (Please answer questions 23 to 29 below) 
2. No (Please go directly to Section G) 
 
Under the policy, I must report: 1. All reasonable suspicions of child sexual abuse, no 
matter who the suspected perpetrator is* 
2. Only reasonable suspicions of child sexual abuse 
where the suspected perpetrator is an employee of 
the school 
3. I am unsure 
 
Under the policy, I must report: 1. Only when I am certain that a child has been or is 
being sexually abused 
2. Whenever I have a reasonable suspicion that a 
child has been or is being sexually abused* 
3. I am unsure 
 
Under the policy, I must report 
child sexual abuse 
1. Only when I think the child is suffering (or is at risk 
of suffering) a significant detrimental effect to his 
or her physical, psychological or emotional 
wellbeing* 
2. Even when I think the harm to the child is 
insignificant or there is no apparent harm at all 
3. I am unsure 
 
Under the policy, I must report 
child sexual abuse 
1. Only when I think it has already happened 
2. When I think it has already happened, or, when I 
think it is likely to occur in the future* 
3. I am unsure 
 
Under the policy, I should 
generally report to: 
1. The school principal* 
2. Department of Child Safety  
3. I am unsure  
 
Under the policy, if I make a report 
in good faith, my identity as the 
1. Yes* 
2. No 
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reporter is protected from 
disclosure 
3. I am unsure 
 
Note: Policy knowledge items were completed by respondents from New South Wales, Queensland, and Western Australia. 
 
 
 
